the default license that the NASA software release process mandates, but not the license that software authors wish to use, for reasons detailed below. An attempt to use any other license is often a long, uphill battle by software developers with the release process. Because of this situation, and the perceived cost of personal time involved, much software is probably not released that should be, or the software is not released via official channels, because it is just perceived as being 'too difficult. ' Unfortunately, NOSA has some limitations and serious drawbacks such that it is mostly not the right choice of license under which to release open source software as we understand it today. For example, the NOSA license (Section 3.F) requests that users register with the originating organization to support use and modification tracking or, in instances where web based tracking is not supported, inform the originating organization of modification and use. This requirement alone is out of step with the current Free and Open Source Software (FOSS) life cycle. To its credit, the NOSA was created relatively early in the 'copyleft' movement, and had advantages at that time. Now it is seen as a 'boutique' license that has some complicated legal terms which make it incompatible with software released under other licenses, and difficult for external developers to contribute code to software released under it. Some of these issues were raised in Arfon Smith's presentation to the National Academies ad hoc committee on Best Practices for a Future Open Code Policy for NASA Space Science in November 2017.
For an open source license to be useful to the original software authors, external contributors, and external users, it must be able to be comprehensible and compatible with other open source licenses, and NOSA is neither. The end result of these issues is that software released under NOSA is very unlikely to build a community of external users and developers, or to benefit from the contributions those developers would make to maintain and improve the software.
The Free Software Foundation considers NOSA a non-free software license [2] and is thus legally incompatible with the GNU General Public License (GPL). They say:
The NASA Open Source Agreement, version 1.3, is not a free software license because it includes a provision requiring changes to be your "original creation." Free software development depends on combining code from third parties, and the NASA license doesn't permit this.
In 2011, NASA held an Open Source Summit [3] where many details of open source software at NASA were discussed. One of the primary issues in the final report from that meeting was the issue of licensing, and particularly how limited NOSA was in the realm of modern open source software.
Rather than reproduce those arguments, We include them verbatim from the final report in Appendix A, below.
We were unable to find a copy posted by NASA online, but we found a complete copy here: https://debbryant.files.wordpress.com/2013/07/ nasa-open-source-summit-proceedings.pdf.
It is important to note that the Open Source Summit did not recommend using NOSA for open source release, beyond some very narrow conditions. We strongly encourage the National Academies ad hoc committee to consider the recommendations in Appendix A, below, as they contemplate best practices for a future Open Code Policy for NASA Space Science.
A Excerpt from the NASA Open Source Summit
This is a reproduction of 'Issue #2: Licensing' from the NASA Open Source Summit [3] proceedings:
The NASA Open Source Agreement license (NOSA) was originally developed in 2003 to enable NASA to provide software in source code form to the public, but software must already be considered complete prior to public release. This precludes the ability to develop software iteratively with other agencies and the public. In order to participate in the open source developer community, NASA needs to be involved in the development process from the beginning.
There are two issues that need to be addressed:
• How does NASA license the code it develops internally? Should it use NOSA or drop it? Why does such code need to be licensed at all? Shouldn't it be public domain?
• What licenses are conducive to government agencies using non-government code? For those that aren't conducive, the government needs a model for using those licenses in a way that makes lawyers happy. Jason Laura is a USGS Research Scientist and both develops and manages the development of NASA-funded software. In these roles, he frequently manages the release of software using a standard Open Source ecosystem.
Moses P. Milazzo is a USGS Physical Scientist and is a user, developer, and development manager of NASA-funded software for processing planetary data. 
